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This paper reports the results of logistic
regression models for four consecutive age
groups in order to capture variations in the
characteristics of movers and non-movers across
the life course. The increasing availability of
new/alternative sources of microdata, such as
Acxiom Ltd’s Research Opinion Poll, provides
an opportunity to uncover a series of directional
associations for covariates that have been
largely untested in existing empirical literature.
Analysis shows how certain key associational
patterns of demographic, socio-economic,
housing, and neighbourhood characteristics
vary across life-course stages. Whilst the em-
pirical results conﬁrm ﬁndings from the litera-
ture, they also provide new insights into the
relevance of subjective neighbourhood satis-
faction, suggesting that across the life course,
satisfaction is particularly marked for those
who have recently moved, a pattern that hap-
pens to be further ampliﬁed if the mover is a
homeowner. © 2015 The Authors. Population,
Space and Place published by John Wiley &
Sons Ltd.Accepted 29 December 2014
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R esidential mobility is a key mechanism inthe evolution of both the size and struc-ture of local populations and is of impor-
tance for policy and service planning. Whilst
there exists fairly extensive knowledge of the
broad demographic and socio-economic individ-
ual characteristics that determine the basic pro-
pensity to move, further analysis of these and
the other more personal/subjective characteris-
tics (e.g. neighbourhood satisfaction and future
migration plans) of movers/non-movers, across
the life course, is essential if we are to better un-
derstand the processes and patterns that under-
pin residential (im)mobility. This paper uses the
Acxiom Research Opinion Poll (ROP), a large
commercial microdata set with detailed geo-
graphic identiﬁers and socio-demographic infor-
mation, to uncover associational patterns
speciﬁcally related to movers’ characteristics vis-
à-vis stayers that have, until very recently, been
seriously understudied because of the lack of
suitable microdata. Logistic regression is used to
produce results demonstrating the relative im-
portance of some of the less commonly recorded
migration characteristics/behaviours. Future
plans to move are found to be negatively associ-
ated with recent residential mobility, especially
for those in early adulthood, something which,
at ﬁrst sight, appears to contradict the cumulative
inertia hypothesis. Furthermore, across the life
course, greater neighbourhood satisfaction is
found to be consistently and strongly associated
with those who have recently moved as opposed
to those who remained in situ. Interestingly, all
things being equal, a positive additional effect is
associated with homeowners and a negative ad-
ditional effect for renters regardless of type. The
paper concludes that a greater focus on thes. Population, Space and Place published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd
ution License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction in any
M. Thomas, J. Stillwell and M. Gouldanalysis of alternative sources of data, and particu-
larly those containing novel subjective behaviours/
characteristics, should be a priority for those
seeking a more comprehensive explanation of
population (im)mobility.
MOTIVATIONS BEHIND THE DECISION TO
CHANGE RESIDENCE
Beyond the simple change in numbers, residential
mobility operates to transform the demographic
character and structure of populations, in some
cases affecting real change to the social, cultural,
physical, and economic characteristics of an area.
The measurement and analysis of (non-)movers,
and their respective behaviours/characteristics is
‘[…] at the heart of decisions around policy devel-
opment, resource allocation and service delivery,
both nationally and locally’ (Rees et al., 2009: 1).
Research exploring the decision-making pro-
cesses and experiences of movers has a long his-
tory (Thomas, 1938; Rossi, 1955). Yet, although
the theoretical and empirical analyses presented
in these pioneering works have been tested, re-
thought, and (re)developed, the fundamental
study of (im)mobility remains essential to demog-
raphy and population geography (Courgeau &
Lelievre, 2006; Cooke, 2011).
The decision to change residence is widely
considered to be a utility-maximising behaviour,
performed by individuals, either independently
or collectively within households, reacting to dis-
equilibrium between the current residential envi-
ronment and a perceived environment elsewhere
(Bartel, 1979; Clark & Dieleman, 1996; Clark,
2013). Thus, the decision to move is largely
driven by the extent to which the welfare of the
individual/household can be maximised, which
itself requires the relevant actors to weigh up
the expected costs and beneﬁts of moving to an
alternative location as opposed to staying put.
However, the factors behind the motivation to
move are known to greatly vary depending on
personal situation/stage in the life course.
Residential mobility has long been theorised to
be strongly associated with the transitions be-
tween the different stages of the family life course
(Rossi, 1955). These transitions, although increas-
ingly diverse in their timing and sequence, re-
main largely observable in the age-migration
schedules (Duke-Williams and Stillwell, 2010;
Fielding, 2012). Indeed, although there is no© 2015 The Authors. Population, Space and Place published by John Wileybiological mechanism for the inﬂuence of age
over the propensity to move, it does act as a
rather consistent proxy for the timing of certain
life-course transitions/events, which are them-
selves associated with shifts in household
structure (Feijten & Mulder, 2002; Mulder &
Wagner, 2010), housing tenure (Boyle, 1993), and
income, occupation, and educational attainment
(Fielding, 2007).
For instance, we can think of life-course transi-
tions into adulthood associated with either a
move from school to university or directly into
employment, or into employment following
higher education – where one/each transition
may necessitate a change of residence
(Champion, 2005; Smith, 2009). Following this
stage, the subsequent years, for those in their
early 30s to mid-40s, are commonly characterised
by relatively sharp reductions in migration and
are generally considered the years of family
formation/child rearing. The decline is then re-
duced somewhat, for those aged 45–64, with
more recent research linking this with a transition
from parenthood to ‘empty nesting’, prompting
the desire to change residence and downsize
(Wulff et al., 2010). The transition into retirement
and old age may involve small recoveries in the
mobility rate associated with exits from the la-
bour market, but with generally greater immobil-
ity as older age increases (Fielding, 2012). Finally,
residential mobility is observed to increase for
those in the very eldest age groups, commonly
linked with needs for closer proximity to family
and social/health services (Evandrou et al., 2010).
However, although this normative generalisa-
tion of the life course into certain follow-on
stages, each working to increase/decrease the
likelihood of moving, is still clearly observable
in 2001 Census data (Duke-Williams & Stillwell,
2010), there is a growing acceptance that an in-
creasing portion of the population do not follow
a sequential trajectory. Indeed, drawing on the
speciﬁc beneﬁts of longitudinal panel data,
more recent approaches to mobility analysis
have attempted to emphasise diversity in indi-
vidual and interdependent life course trajecto-
ries and events (Clark & Dieleman, 1996;
Bailey, 2009; Mulder & Wagner, 2012). Whether
unemployment, pregnancy or the birth of a
child, union formation/dissolution, or occupa-
tional promotion, certain life-course events
can occur that, whether positive or negative,& Sons Ltd Popul. Space Place (2015)
DOI: 10.1002/psp
Modelling Mover/Stayer Characteristics across the Life Courseexpected or otherwise, operate as the causal
motive behind observed residential mobility,
where again mobility is understood as a
rational utility-maximising outcome that is itself
deﬁned according to the selective constraints
of the ﬁnancial and social contexts within
which the individual/household ﬁnd them-
selves. Of course, the availability of greater re-
sources (e.g. income, asset wealth, and education)
is essential for enabling individuals/households
to act on any desired move.
Drawing on the earlier discussion, the analysis
that follows seeks to disentangle the age effect
from what are the real inﬂuences behind residen-
tial mobility, thereby uncovering the associational
relationships thought to be of importance for
informing mobility outcomes at different stages
of the life course. As Clark (2013: 327) makes
clear, ‘it is not age per se that is creating the
mobility process but rather the events that occur
within the ageing process’. With the availability
of ROP microdata, we are able to analyse the
differing characteristics of movers versus stayers
at broad stages in the life course, exploring the
role of several selective demographic and
socio-economic factors, as well as the more
personal/subjective characteristics of individ-
uals, such as neighbourhood satisfaction and
plans for future mobility.
DATA AND MEASURES
The ROP is a large voluntary paper-based
survey of individual household representatives
distributed biannually across Great Britain
(GB). Whilst the exact operational surveying
details are not disclosed, the company employs
a number of address sources to ensure that their
response is geographically even and reasonably
representative of the GB demographic (18+)
proﬁle (Rees et al., 2009). Thompson et al.
(2010: 13) acknowledge Acxiom’s operational
success and note that for the 2009 ROP: ‘[…]
only 0.4% of all Middle Super Output Areas
(MSOAs) across GB did not return a response’.
Beyond its geographic coverage and overall
sample size, the ROP includes approximately
130 questions covering 26 broad topics includ-
ing demographics, shopping, local area, envi-
ronment, outgoings, occupation, home, leisure,
and education and health. In surveys between
January 2005 and January 2007, speciﬁc© 2015 The Authors. Population, Space and Place published by John Wileyquestions were included relating to residential
mobility: ‘When did you move to this address?
(month and year)’, ‘Please tell us the house
number and postcode of your previous ad-
dress’, and ‘Are you planning to move in the
next: 0–3months; 4–6months; 7–12months;
No?’ This information, when combined with ad-
ditional micro characteristics, creates consider-
able potential for the analysis of residential
movement.
Because of a requirement for variable consis-
tency and the limited period over which Acxiom
asked questions speciﬁc to migration, our analy-
sis uses three tranches of ROP data for GB col-
lected in January 2005, 2006, and 2007. Pooling
these data results in a large analytical data set,
where a mover is deﬁned as an individual who
has changed address within 12months of survey
completion and provided full address details
(n=9,354) and where non-movers make up the
remaining sample (n=339,599). The original
sample size for the raw pooled data was
950,658 records, but because of missing and/or
‘impossible’ values, and following extensive ef-
forts to clean and retain as much of the raw sam-
ple as possible, the analytical sample size reduces
to the 348,953 records used here and is the same
as that used in the model-based validation exer-
cise reported by Thomas et al. (2014).1
The ROP only allows for a single household re-
spondent, and therefore, multiple members of the
household are not measured, although general
characteristics about the household such as gross
annual household income and housing tenure
are. In selecting explanatory variables, we chose
those that are commonly observed to inﬂuence
(non-)mover propensities: age, sex, ethnicity, mari-
tal status, occupational class, gross annual house-
hold income, educational attainment, and
housing tenure and type. In addition, subjective/
personal characteristics, including neighbourhood
satisfaction and plans for future moves, and func-
tional neighbourhood classiﬁcations measured
using the Census 2001 Output Area Classiﬁcation
(Vickers & Rees, 2007), are included together with
an indicator of survey year.
MODELLING FRAMEWORK AND ANALYSIS
Four logistic regression models (Agresti, 2002)
have been speciﬁed and estimated (Table 1) in or-
der to explore variations in the associational& Sons Ltd Popul. Space Place (2015)
DOI: 10.1002/psp
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© 2015 The Authors. Population, Space and Place published by John Wileypatterns of demographic, socio-economic, and
behavioural/lifestyle characteristics of movers/
non-movers for four major life-course stages:
18–29, the transition into adulthood with the as-
sociated high levels of mobility (Model 1); 30–44,
traditionally the stage of family formation and re-
ductions in mobility (Model 2); 45–64, a stage of
reduced decline in mobility (Model 3); and 65+,
the transition into retirement/old age and rela-
tively low propensities to move (Model 4). Each
model is designed to accommodate potential dif-
ferential effects of age at smaller intervals within
these broader life-course groupings. The rationale
behind this approach, rather than a single all-
embracing model, is related to the modelling of
interaction effects. By separating the models by
life-course stage, interactions speciﬁc to a single
stage can be modelled, whereas an all-embracing
model removes this ability and would require a
greater number of model interaction terms, thus
greatly increasing the model complexity and risk
of model sparsity.
Because all the predictor variables are categor-
ical, reference groups are speciﬁed as the median
value for ordinal covariates and the modal value
for nominal covariates. Grouped parameter Wald
tests are used in order to assess the contribution of
sets of parameters, whilst holding others ﬁxed, in
the ﬁtted multivariate model (e.g. testing the
contribution of all the dummy terms associated
with a categorical predictor variable together)
(Heeringa et al., 2010). Finally, to test and compare
overall model ﬁt, the Akaike information criterion
is used, a statistic that checks for improvement in
model ﬁt whilst effectively penalising for greater
model complexity (Agresti, 2002).
MODEL RESULTS
The substantive model results are broken down
according to four covariate themes (Tables 2–5),
following an initial presentation of the overall
model ﬁt statistics, constant, and dummy indicator
variables for survey year (Table 1). Table 1 suggests
that all of our models are a statistically signiﬁcant
improvement on simpler models and that the in-
clusion of the survey indicator variable is justiﬁed.Demographic Characteristics
Although the models are themselves broken
down according to rather broad life course stages,& Sons Ltd Popul. Space Place (2015)
DOI: 10.1002/psp
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© 2015 The Authors. Population, Space and Place published by John Wileyeach stand-alone model was designed to accom-
modate for potential age differentials at the
smaller intervals found within the speciﬁc life
course groupings. Drawing on this, Table 2 pro-
vides evidence that the greatest mobility propen-
sity within the early adulthood stage is for those
in the 18–19 age group, an age conventionally as-
sociated with moves away from the parental
home to higher education, whereas at the oppo-
site end of the life course, there is signiﬁcantly
greater immobility for those in their 70s compared
with individuals in the immediate years following
retirement. Beyond the expected increase in im-
mobility for more elderly cohorts, we expect the
ages associated with retirement, such as those as-
sociated with moves to university, to reﬂect a
greater propensity to move relative to other broad
age groups (Evandrou et al., 2010).
As has been shown in previous analysis
(Duke-Williams & Stillwell, 2010), a greater likeli-
hood of mobility is observed for women in all life
course stages apart from those in their 30s and
early 40s, when family formation and childbear-
ing are taking place. The relative plateauing of
female mobility can be thought of as being linked
to the ways in which social and cultural norms,
household/family-based phenomena, and mobil-
ity behaviours/propensities are differentiated by
gender (Boyle et al., 2001; Magdol, 2002).
According to research by Stillwell and Hussain
(2010) and Finney and Simpson (2008), almost all
ethnic minority groups in Britain (bar certain
Asian groups) are characterised by higher rates
of residential mobility than the White-British
majority, although this is partly due to the
White-British majority being, on average, older
and therefore less mobile. The results in Table 2
show that there are clear patterns in mobility
and immobility according to ethnicity, which
vary through the life course. A greater likelihood
of mobility for individuals from the White major-
ity background than those in the non-White
groups is revealed, with a particularly strong,
and statistically signiﬁcant, reduction in mobility
found for individuals at ages 18–29 from Asian
ethnic backgrounds. However, this relationship
reverses through the stages of the life course,
with those from White ethnic backgrounds aged
30–44, 45–64, and 65+ being less mobile than those
in other ethnic groups. The exception being those
who are classiﬁed as ‘other’ in the post-retirement/
elderly (aged 65+) stages, where a substantial level& Sons Ltd Popul. Space Place (2015)
DOI: 10.1002/psp
Modelling Mover/Stayer Characteristics across the Life Courseof immobility is evident compared with the
‘White’ reference group. However, the large stan-
dard error suggests uncertainty and so should be
treated with caution.
Although changes in marital status cannot be
inferred given the cross-sectional nature of the
ROP, marital status does provide a reasonable
proxy for family formation, cohabitation, and
linked decision-making. For cohabiting couples,
decision-making is expected to be made collec-
tively, informed by a bargaining process that in-
volves the weighing of positive/negative
implications of moving/staying for each partner.
The collective bargaining can be particularly
complex for dual-career households (Abraham
et al., 2010). However, a focus on the current
marital status of (non-)movers does reveal some
patterns that vary across the life course. For those
in early adulthood, the sole substantive and sta-
tistically signiﬁcant difference is found between
individuals living with a partner and the refer-
ence group singletons, with the former showing
greater mobility than the latter. In this young
age group, it is likely that partnership formation
is a relatively recent occurrence, wherein the re-
corded move could well be directly tied to the
event of cohabitation. To explore this further, a
gender/marital status interaction was included,
with the Wald test suggesting a signiﬁcant contri-
bution to the model at this stage in the life course
(Wald χ2 = 19.0; df=4; p<0.01). The addition of
the interaction term suggests that the relationship
is further ampliﬁed for men; in other words, there
is a positive additional effect for men who live
with their partners compared with women who
live with theirs.2 Indeed, men living with their
partners are 2.03 (exp0.71) times more likely to
have moved within the last 12months than the
reference group, women who are single.3 This
compares with women living with their partners
who are 1.64 times more likely to have moved
than single women. Given that cohabitation
would necessitate at least one individual chang-
ing residence, these ﬁndings suggest a slightly
greater propensity for men to ‘move in’, although
this interaction is not found to be signiﬁcant for
any of the later life-course stages.
Observable differences between the marital
statuses increase somewhat in the more stable
family-forming/childrearing stages of life (Model 2).
Married people, perhaps reﬂecting this apparent
stability, are found to be 0.87 times as likely to© 2015 The Authors. Population, Space and Place published by John Wileymove as those who are single. However, those liv-
ing with their partners experience higher rates of
mobility than singletons [odds ratio (OR), 1.39].
Divorced/separated people also have greater mo-
bility than single people, where, as with
family/household formation, the breakdown of
relationships will in most cases also necessitate
themove of one, and possibly both, of the individ-
uals (Geist and McManus, 2008; Mulder and
Wagner, 2010). Being widowed is also found to
have a substantial effect, with widowers having
greater levels of immobility when compared with
singletons, although this estimate is based on a
small number of recorded widowers in this age
group. The relationship roughly follows the same
pattern in the later stages of the life course, with
the exception being the rather unsurprising increase
in mobility associated with widowhood, something
known to inﬂuence levels of residential mobility
(Chevan, 2005).Socio-economic Characteristics
The literature suggests occupational class, house-
hold income, and educational attainment all play
important selective roles in residential mobility
(Borjas et al., 1992; Fielding, 2007). Although
greater mobility for intermediate occupational
groups in the 18–29 and 30–44 age groups, com-
pared with the higher-level occupations, is statis-
tically signiﬁcant, the magnitude of the effect is
comparatively small, with ORs of 1.15 and 1.12,
respectively (Table 3). Likewise, those in routine
and manual occupations between the ages of 45
and 64 also experience a statistically signiﬁcant,
yet seemingly small, increase in mobility when
compared with the highest occupational groups
(OR=1.14). Although it remains relatively trivial
compared with the other characteristics included
in the life course models, the income variable sug-
gests those in early adulthood exhibit a relatively
linear relationship, with greater household in-
come associated with greater mobility. This is a
commonly theorised relationship, with greater ﬁ-
nancial resources, indicated by a higher income,
leading to improved choice within the housing
market as well as an increased ability to cover
the ﬁnancial costs associated with changing resi-
dence. Yet for those in the 30–44 and 65+ age
groups, we see this admittedly slight association
shift into more of a U-shaped relationship, with
small increases in mobility for those in the& Sons Ltd Popul. Space Place (2015)
DOI: 10.1002/psp
M. Thomas, J. Stillwell and M. Gouldlower-income and upper-income groups, when
compared with the middling income levels. Pre-
vious studies of migration propensities in midlife
(Wulff et al., 2010) and later life (Evandrou et al.,
2010) have also shown household income to have
a rather marginal association.
Generally speaking, these ﬁndings contradict
the conventional theories that suggest that we
should expect residential mobility to increase
with occupational class, household income, and
educational attainment. Yet, although this may
be so, it is important to keep this study in context.
Indeed, the analysis concentrates on variations in
the associational patterns of demographic, socio-
economic, and lifestyle/behavioural characteris-
tics for all movers, as compared to non-movers,
with no differentiation for the distance moved,
for which the average across all residential
movers modelled here is assumed to be relatively
short given the well-known frictional effect of
distance on mobility (Stillwell, 1991). If residen-
tial movers were to be modelled separately as
short-distance movers, which are typically
thought to be more strongly associated with
housing markets, and longer-distance migrants,
which are again theorised to be more closely
tied to the labour market, the expectation
might be to ﬁnd the latter group varying con-
siderably, in terms of income and occupation,
from those in the former short-distance group
(Gordon, 1982). Certainly, multilevel analysis
of distances moved would support this asser-
tion (Thomas et al., 2015).Housing Market Characteristics
Following Gordon’s (1982) suggestions, if the
proposed effects of the labour-market-relevant
variables are suppressed in these models, owing
to the greater likelihood of recordedmovers being
of short distance and residential in nature, we can
be forgiven for supposing that the effects of the
housing-market-orientated characteristics will
be ampliﬁed. To a large extent, Table 4 supports
this assertion. Tenure is found to be one of the
most substantively important and highly signiﬁ-
cant characteristics. Across the board, from those
in the stages of early adulthood right through to
post-retirement, there appears to be greater
mobility for individuals who rent their accom-
modation than those who own it, an observation
that is by no means new. Indeed, home© 2015 The Authors. Population, Space and Place published by John Wileyownership is a particularly inﬂexible tenure
type where ﬁnancial costs (e.g. high transaction
costs, transfer taxes, and mortgage costs) and
ownership beneﬁts (e.g. security of tenure and
protection against eviction) work to reduce reg-
ular residential movements. Conversely, private
renting is seen to be the most ﬂexible tenure
type, reﬂecting lower movement costs, short-
term contract durations, and, for some, insecu-
rity of tenure, which all work to encourage
greater movement propensities (Mulder, 2013).
Consequently, the greatest differences are ob-
served for private renters and homeowners. Pri-
vate renters are found to be almost twice as
likely to move when compared to homeowners
in the early stages of adulthood, with the magni-
tude of the relationship increasing in the 30s and
early 40s (3.5 times more likely), and again in the
middle-age/pre-retirement stage where the likeli-
hood of moving is almost four times greater for
private renters. The extent of the greater likeli-
hood of mobility observed for private renters de-
creases somewhat (OR=2.46) in the ﬁnal stage of
post-retirement and old age but remains strongly
predictive of greater mobility. Increased mobility
is also observed for those who rent from the
council, with the non-signiﬁcant exception of in-
dividuals aged 45–64, and those who rent from
housing associations. Interestingly, Wald tests
suggest that the mobility rates associated with
different tenure groups signiﬁcantly vary accord-
ing to age within the early adulthood stage
(Model 1, Wald χ2 = 29.5; df=6; p< 0.01) and the
family-forming/childrearing stage (Model 2,
Wald χ2 = 61.4; df=6; p< 0.01).
Given the inclusion of the interaction terms,
the main effects of tenure for those in the 18–29
and 30–44 age groups should be interpreted as
the effects for individuals in the reference age
brackets, 18–19 in Model 1 and 30–34 in Model
2. Those who record themselves as homeowners
at the age of 18–19 are likely to be living in their
parents’ (owned) home. Looking at these ﬁner
age group variations, council tenants aged 18–19
are estimated to be 1.68 times more likely to have
moved than the reference group, homeowners
aged 18–19, whereas council tenants aged 20–24
actually buck the general trend with the likeli-
hood of having moved estimated to be 0.61 times
that of the reference group. Conversely, council
tenants aged 30–44 are found to have the same di-
rectional associations, with greater mobility& Sons Ltd Popul. Space Place (2015)
DOI: 10.1002/psp
Modelling Mover/Stayer Characteristics across the Life Coursefound when compared with homeowners, al-
though the magnitude of the relationship is
weaker for those aged 35–39 who are shown to
be only 1.13 times more likely to have moved
than homeowners. This pattern is also signiﬁcant
for private renters aged 35–39, where again,
ceteris paribus, they are slightly less likely to have
moved than private renters aged 30–34, when
compared with homeowners of the same age. In
terms of the bigger picture, the greater mobility
for council tenants is particularly interesting as
they have traditionally been associated with
lower rates of mobility, although, more speciﬁ-
cally at the inter-regional level, this is partly
linked to the rather rigid housing allocation sys-
tem employed in the UK (Hughes & McCormick,
2000). However, such structural restrictions are
greatly reduced for localised moves, and there-
fore, given the likelihood that most moves will
be short distance in nature, the higher mobility
associated with council tenants, in comparison
with homeowners, is not entirely unexpected.
Housing type is also found to be highly inﬂu-
ential for patterns of (im)mobility, although the
type-speciﬁc relationships vary depending on
the broad life-course stage. For the youngest
stage, mobility is signiﬁcantly higher for those
in ﬂats (OR=1.90), maisonettes (OR=1.37), and
terraced housing (OR=1.24) and signiﬁcantly
lower for those in detached housing (OR=0.83),
when compared with those in semi-detached
housing. Given that these are people at the start
of their housing/occupational careers, it is unsur-
prising that individuals in the housing types we
generally associate with lower transaction costs
reﬂect a greater likelihood of moving. The picture
becomes a little more mixed in the middle stages
(Models 2 and 3), with individuals from detached
accommodation now reﬂecting, on average, a
greater propensity for residential mobility than
those in semi-detached housing. This relative in-
crease in mobility associated with detached hous-
ing, and the relative decrease for those living in
ﬂats when compared with semi-detached accom-
modation, is likely to reﬂect the importance of
family formation, especially for those aged 30–45,
and the necessary housing adjustments that
changes in family composition are known to entail.
Indeed, although the ROP contains no direct
measure of dependent children in the household,
pregnancy, and/or the birth of children, such
factors are common at this stage and are known© 2015 The Authors. Population, Space and Place published by John Wileyto alter housing preferences in favour of greater
space, quality, safety, and security (Mulder, 2013).
For those in the ﬁnal stages of the life course, the
substantive importance of housing type increases
still further with rather pronounced rates of
mobility associated with bungalows (OR=4.41)
and ﬂats, the latter suggesting a mobility propen-
sity almost ﬁve times greater than that of the refer-
ence category, semi-detached. It is fair to assume
that the housing needs for retired and elderly
individuals, in terms of space, are somewhat
reduced when compared with individuals in earlier
life-course stages. Moreover, given the onset of old
age and the associated deterioration in physical
ability, the shift towards single-level accommoda-
tion types is also to be expected.
The effect of individuals’ current neighbour-
hood type can, to a certain extent, be seen to fur-
ther condition the likelihood of undertaking a
residential move. Irrespective of life-course stage,
individuals living in ‘multicultural areas’ are
found, on average, to have the lowest levels of
mobility. Similarly, individuals living in ‘blue-
collar communities’, excluding those in early
adulthood, can also be seen to have reduced rates
of mobility, when compared with individuals
living in areas classiﬁed as ‘typical traits’. The
remaining effects associated with neighbour-
hood type, as observed in previous studies
(Kearns & Parkes, 2003; van Ham & Clark,
2009; Rabe & Taylor, 2010), are small when
compared with the individual/household de-
mographic, socio-economic, and behavioural/
lifestyle characteristics. Yet it is possible that
the technical limitations associated with the inclu-
sion of neighbourhood type in the manner pre-
sented here, as a series of ﬁxed-effects dummy
term variables within a single-level modelling
framework, are working to obscure substantively
interesting neighbourhood characteristic/context
inﬂuences on residential (im)mobility.Subjective/Evaluative Characteristics
Finally, we are left with the seemingly more nu-
anced characteristics of movers and non-movers,
namely those associated with greater conjecture
and subjectivity. Individuals’ moving desires, ex-
pectations, and plans are of clear importance to
the study of residential (im)mobility. However,
aside from a couple of key contributions on the
interrelationship between pre-move desires and& Sons Ltd Popul. Space Place (2015)
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M. Thomas, J. Stillwell and M. Gouldsubsequent moving behaviour (Lu, 1998; Coulter
et al., 2011, 2012), the focus on such factors re-
mains surprisingly lacklustre in the empirical lit-
erature. Unfortunately, the ROP’s cross-sectional
design makes it impossible to perform studies of
pre-move desires and subsequent mobility. How-
ever, we are able to uncover whether individuals
who have moved within the last 12months are
more/less likely to be planning a further move
within the next 12months.
The directional relationships (Table 5), aside
from those in the 45–64 stage, appear to suggest
that individuals are less likely to be planning a
future move if they have already recently moved.
This observation is particularly important, and
statistically more stable, for those in the early
adulthood phase, where individuals planning to
move are, on average, 0.81 times as likely to have
already moved in the 12months prior to survey-
ing. At ﬁrst sight, this appears to contradict the
cumulative inertia hypothesis, wherein individ-
uals with the shortest durations of residence are
thought to be the most likely to move again, a
theory that has been important in explaining the
high correlation between out-migration and
in-migration rates at aggregate levels (Cordey-
Hayes & Gleave, 1974).
However, micro-level studies, with their nota-
ble inclusion of important covariates such as
age, have shown that the relationship between
residential duration and the likelihood of consid-
ering a future move does not follow a simple
monotonic relationship, that is, with probabilities
of moving decreasing as duration increases. For
instance, a micro-level analysis by Gordon and
Molho (1995: 1970) suggests that the likelihood
of considering a move is lowest for those with
the shortest durations (e.g. within the ﬁrst
12months), given that they are in a residential en-
vironment that only a year or so earlier suited
their residential preferences and encouraged their
move. Consequently, it could be argued that the
residential moves already performed by individ-
uals, particularly in the early adulthood stage,
are to a certain extent successful in fulﬁlling the
factors that motivated their move in the ﬁrst
place. At the early adulthood stage, interrelated
events such as leaving the parental home, going
to university, starting a career, and forming rela-
tionships resulting in cohabitation are all factors
that stimulate residential mobility. It follows,
therefore, that they are all factors that can be© 2015 The Authors. Population, Space and Place published by John Wileysatisﬁed, to varying degrees, by residential mo-
bility. Additionally, given that a residential
migrant would, by deﬁnition, have lived at the
address for fewer than 12months, the ﬁnancial
requirements of a further move, within such a
short time frame, would undeniably weigh
heavily on any plan for a further move. Of
course, planning to move is a more deﬁnitive
statement than simply desiring a move and
would suggest that more serious practical consid-
erations, such as the ﬁnancial implications, have
been made (Lu, 1998; Coulter et al., 2011).
The importance of the neighbourhood, in
terms of subjective measures of satisfaction
(Clark & Ledwith, 2006; Feijten & van Ham,
2009; Hedman et al., 2011), suggests that, aside
from household needs and preferences, (dis)satis-
faction with the wider locality is fundamental in
motivating a decision to move/stay, with greater
satisfaction being tied closely to a greater likeli-
hood of remaining in situ. However, the processes
that underpin neighbourhood satisfaction are
clearly complex and dynamic in nature, with var-
iations likely to be operating across a variety of
levels from the individual through to the house-
hold, neighbourhood and indeed beyond. (Parkes
et al., 2002). It is perhaps not surprising that the
relationship between neighbourhood satisfaction
and residential mobility is found to vary signiﬁ-
cantly according to tenure type, although only
for those aged 18–29 (Wald χ2 = 10.2; df=3;
p<0.05), 30–44 (Wald χ2 = 12.6; df=3; p< 0.01),
and 45–64 (Wald χ2=10.8; df=3; p< 0.05). Across
the various stages of the life course, people who
are satisﬁed with their neighbourhood are more
likely to have recently moved than not. However,
allowing this relationship to vary according to
tenure reveals a positive additional effect associated
with homeowners and, conversely, a negative addi-
tional effect for renters of all types. In other words,
the higher level of neighbourhood satisfaction asso-
ciated with residential movers is lessened for those
who rent. Such ﬁndings may again be expected
given that movers who own their home are more
likely to have invested for the long termand are thus
more likely to have chosen an area/neighbourhood
that ﬁts their housing, lifestyle, and consumption
preferences. The difference is particularly pro-
nounced when comparing homeowners with
private renters, the latter being the tenure group
most closely associated with short-term residential
durations (Bailey & Livingston, 2005).& Sons Ltd Popul. Space Place (2015)
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Through the use of large-scale commercial
microdata, this paper has sought to explore how
various complex and interlinkedmicro-level char-
acteristics of movers and non-movers vary ac-
cording to broad life-course stages. Whereas
previous studies have demonstrated associations
between basic demographic and socio-economic
characteristics and movement propensities, the
availability of the Acxiom ROP data has provided
an opportunity to develop new insights into the
consistent/dynamic nature of a wide variety of
characteristics associated with the propensity to
change residence, at different points in the life
course. Although various characteristics have been
analysed and discussed, it is the more personal/
subjective and understudied relationships that we
choose to highlight in our conclusion.
The ﬁndings presented are important in re-
vealing what appears to be a particularly dy-
namic relationship between residential mobility
and neighbourhood satisfaction. The role of
neighbourhood satisfaction is found to be a com-
plex one and appears to be linked strongly to
the individual’s housing tenure. Indeed, across
all of the broad stages in the life course, people
who are satisﬁed with their neighbourhood are
more likely to have recently moved than
remained in situ. Yet a positive additional effect
is associated with homeowners and a negative
additional effect for renters – regardless of
type. In other words, the higher level of
neighbourhood satisfaction associated with resi-
dential movement is lessened somewhat if the
migrants are renters, be it council, housing asso-
ciation, or private, as opposed to homeowners.
Where population movement is understood to
be a rational utility-maximising outcome and
where homeownership for a variety of reasons
is thought to encourage longer-term residential
duration, it is suggested that recent movers
who own their homes are more likely to have
chosen a residential environment that more
closely matches (satisﬁes) their housing, lifestyle,
and consumption desires. Related to wider eval-
uations of residential satisfaction, future plans to
move are found to be negatively associated with
recent residential mobility, especially for those in
their early adulthood. It is suggested therefore
that individuals, particularly in the young adult-
hood stage, who undertook a residential move© 2015 The Authors. Population, Space and Place published by John Wileywithin 12months prior to survey, were largely
successful in fulﬁlling their pre-move motiva-
tions whether they be university, cohabitation,
or career driven. Beyond this, it is probable that
very recent movers are less likely to plan a fur-
ther move given the various forms of additional
investment (e.g. time, emotion, and ﬁnance) that
would be required, an issue that would be likely
to increase if we were to reduce the time frame
between the last move and the proposed future
move still further.
The decision to change residence is clearly in-
ﬂuenced by a variety of diverse yet interdepen-
dent individual, household, and contextual
inﬂuences, life course transitions, and key life
course events. Yet until recently, analyses of such
determinants have been severely restricted be-
cause of a scarcity of suitably detailed microdata.
However, with the increasing availability of
large-scale cross-sectional and longitudinal data
sets, with variables that cover topics beyond basic
demographic and socio-economic characteristics,
the potential to empirically test theorised rela-
tionships and to develop new insights into move-
ment behaviour is greater than ever before.ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
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the effect for women (i.e. the reference category
for the gender variable), whereas the interaction
terms reﬂect the additional effect of being male.
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